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and Community Development recommended that this request be approved, however it noted that 
the calculations on the application were inaccurate. Mr. Vallarelli explained to Mr. Klein that 



property. 1 he applicant explained that in no way would it be possible for both properties to see 
into each others property due to window locations. The feeling of the Board was that this request 
was common and unremarkable. Mr. Mills made a motion to approve, Mr. DuPont seconded the 
motion. More details will be available in decision. 
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